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The goal of this honors project was to build the Resources page of the Bridgewater College
Writing Center website, part of the MyBC online portal. I worked closely with Instructor of
English Ashley Lauro, the director of the Writing Center and the advisor for my project. I also
consulted with my advising committee, consisting of Practitioner in Residence - Communication
Studies & Theatre Ady Dewey and Assistant Professor of English Dr. Sam Hamilton, as well as
with other specialists on campus, such as Learning Services Librarian Taylor Baugher and
Integrated Marketing Director Nick Mohler. The resulting product was a collection of thirty
resources. These resources will be used primarily by Writing Center tutors and the students they
work with, although they are available to all Bridgewater College students, faculty, and staff.
Early Conversations
I was invited to participate in this project while enrolled in PWR-318 Writing for Visual Media
with Professor Lauro in spring 2021. I was highly interested in both the course content and in the
work I was completing for my final project—a website that I researched and designed to provide
information about the editing process. I was inspired by this course to do something similar for
my honors project. When I approached Professor Lauro to ask if she had any suggestions for a
possible honors project, she asked if I would be interested in working with her to create the new
Writing Center website, including creating some of the resources.
Professor Lauro stepped into the role of Writing Center Director during summer 2021, the
same time that the MyBC website was being redesigned. With these occurring around the same
time, the decision was made to incorporate the Writing Center website into the main MyBC site.
Because of my summer internship, I was unable to assist with the project while the website
redesign took place. In addition, most of the visual design for the Writing Center website was
controlled by the overall MyBC format guidelines. As a result, we decided that my project would
focus on the resources section of the website.
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During the month of May, after the end of the semester and before I left for my internship,
Professor Lauro and I had several meetings to discuss what resources to include on the website
so that IT could have the information when building the framework. These conversations
involved looking at the former Writing Center website, a Weebly site. We discovered that, while
the previous website had many different topics listed on the resources page, only a small percent
of those topics  linked to written content. We carefully reviewed the list, discussing which topics
to keep, which ones to discard or combine, and which new ones to add.
There were several factors influencing these conversations. One was Professor Lauro’s
experience as a writing instructor, as well as her affiliations with several professional
organizations, such as the International Writing Centers Association. She was able to use her
experience to identify certain topics that are issues she often sees in students’ writing. I was able
to use my experience as a current student to identify some topics that might be most helpful for
students, as well as to think through how the overall list would appeal to students. For example,
we both agreed that a shorter list of important topics would be more helpful for students—and
more likely to be used by students—than a long, exhaustive list of all writing-related topics. We
also drew on other schools’ writing centers, sometimes incorporating ideas that we liked from
their websites. However, we also recognized that our website does not need to be as in-depth as
sites from larger schools such as the University of North Carolina or Purdue University. Instead,
we decided that we could link out certain topics to those larger schools and could draw on their
websites as sources for our own material as appropriate.
The result of these conversations was a list of about thirty topics, roughly sixteen of which
would need completely new content. The other resources already had some material, but would
need to be reviewed more closely and would possibly need to be reworked and reformatted.
The organization of these topics was chosen to approximate the writing process. Every
writing process looks different based on the writer and the specific rhetorical situation, and the
steps are often cyclical rather than linear. However, most effective writing processes contain the
same basic elements: pre-writing, drafting, and revising. In fact, this narrative shows how this
project in itself generally followed this pattern. I start by describing the research and steps I took
before writing the resources, then explaining the process of writing the resources themselves,
followed by discussing the process of review and revision, and I end with a reflection on the
work I’ve done. In reality, these steps rarely happened in such neat order, and this will also be the
case for most students’ writing processes. However, we wanted to organize the resources in such
a way as to help guide students through their own process, as well as to make the page accessible
so readers could easily locate information. We created three subcategories (“Prewriting,”
“Drafting,” and “Reviewing”) to fall under the larger category of “Writing Process.” Topics that
do not fall into a particular phase of the writing process were organized into two groups:
“Grammar, Punctuation, and Style” and “Citations.” By grouping resources based on category,
and by naming the groups accordingly, we hoped to make this a user-friendly page.
Research
All resources for this project are thoroughly grounded in research. This includes not only
research into the specific topics, but also a broader look at the purpose of writing centers and
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what they are meant to accomplish. One of the primary purposes of writing centers is to support
first-year writing instruction. This in itself is a topic backed by much research, often represented
by position statements from different entities involved. These statements emphasize growing
students as writers capable of thinking critically and making informed choices for themselves,
rather than simply having them memorize forms and conventions to be replicated over and over.
The following quote from the National Council of Teachers of English captures this sentiment
well:
We use the metaphor of ‘grow’ to remind us of our overarching goal of writers emerging
from each writing experience with a better understanding of writing, with a clearer sense
of who they are as writers, and with a refined and expanded repertoire of conceptual and
practical tools that allows them to see possibilities and choices in their future writing
experiences.
One such statement was approved by the Council of Writing Program Administrators in
2014: “WPA Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition (3.0).” This statement outlines
specific objectives for first-year composition students, including gaining rhetorical knowledge;
learning critical thinking, reading, and composition skills; practicing and learning to adapt
writing processes; and gaining knowledge of standard writing conventions, including
understanding why those conventions exist and how they can be adapted for a particular writing
context. As a result of these objectives, one goal for our resources was to supplement what
students may be learning in composition courses. Another goal was for the resources to support
students as they apply those concepts to other writing situations in any course.
Building on these concepts, the National Council of Teachers of English released a position
statement in 2018 titled, “Understanding and Teaching Writing: Guiding Principles.” This
statement describes writing as both social and rhetorical and as serving a variety of purposes.
This statement also asserts that everyone is a writer, even as each individual brings their own
unique “cultural and linguistic assets” and each person may use different modes and write in
different situations, both in and out of the classroom. Finally, this statement describes a series of
conditions in which writers grow. For example, writers grow in a community of feedback, when
they broaden their repertoire of writing and reading materials and grow in their ability to make
judgments about this repertoire, when they receive assessment that is transparent and that allows
them to take risks, and when they have a variety of writing experiences. Drawing on these ideas,
one purpose informing each resource was to provide information while allowing students room
to use their individual voice and background to inform their writing. Additionally, a primary goal
for these resources was to support Writing Center tutors, who contribute to the community of
feedback that helps writers grow.
A third important position statement, “Principles for the Postsecondary Teaching of Writing,”
comes from the Conference on College Composition and Communication. This statement lays
out twelve principles, eight of which cover features of sound writing instruction, and four of
which identify enabling conditions of this instruction. Principle #9 is particularly relevant:
“Sound writing instruction provides students with the support necessary to achieve their goals.”
Writing centers are an important piece of this support. Within my first three weeks as a Writing
Center tutor, professors from three different 100-level courses either required or offered extra
credit to students who visited the Writing Center before turning in a particular assignment. One
of these was ENG-110, a first-year writing instruction course, and the others were History 110
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and FILA-150, typically first-year courses. This demonstrates the importance of writing centers
in supporting students as growing writers, whether their writing takes place in a
composition-specific course or in any course that involves writing—which is most college
courses.
With a solid grasp on current best practices for writing in general, I next tried to understand
how writing centers fit into this model. The International Writing Centers Association (IWCA)
offers many resources, such as The Writing Center Journal, the official journal of  IWCA and the
primary journal for research on writing centers, and The Peer Review, an online, multimodal
journal that promotes young and emerging researchers in the field of writing centers. A review of
two articles, in particular, aided my understanding of the role of writing centers as they relate to
the larger context of college writing.
Michael Pemberton, in his article “Rethinking the WAC/Writing Center Connection,”
explored how writing centers can support the “writing-across-the curriculum” (WAC) programs
in place at many universities. These programs emphasize the importance of writing in all
disciplines, not just in first-year writing courses or in English and writing departments. This
broader application of writing skills changes how writing centers should approach working with
students. Rather than guiding students based on traditional conventions of written English, tutors
should help students consider the unique contexts of their assignments and understand how to
use conventions specific to particular disciplines. Best practices for writing a lab report, for
example, are not the same as best practices for writing a literary critique, and news articles
written in Associated Press style for a journalism class will look different from research papers in
a history course. One approach tutors can use, Pemberton suggests, is asking students questions
to help them think through the rhetorical situations of their assignments and consider what
conventions might be appropriate (or not) in those situations.
Beyond examining what writing centers do, another significant topic of research is who
writing centers should help. The obvious answer is, of course, students. However, in his article
“The Writing Center and the Good Writer,” Frank Devlin explores the common assumption that
writing centers are for weak writers. Devlin challenges this assumption, pointing out all the ways
that strong writers can benefit from visiting a writing center. He argues that writing centers
should offer services that allow them to help students of all abilities, and they need to market
themselves that way. In addition, he believes that part of the solution lies in school faculty
recognizing the larger purpose of writing centers, not as remedial help centers for poor writers,
but as a place where students of all writing abilities can learn and grow.
Applying these concepts to my project, I envisioned the BC Writing Center as a place where
students of all abilities can find assistance with writing in many different disciplines. This
supports the idea, found in the position statements, that writing centers should avoid teaching
lists of strict rules and should instead help students understand the context of an assignment and
learn how to incorporate discipline-specific conventions and their own voice. This also informs a
major aspect of our training as BC Writing Center tutors, which is that tutors should avoid
simply proofreading students’ papers, and should instead focus first on big-picture issues such as
organization, argument, and evidence. Professor Lauro and I incorporated these concepts into the
resources both through which resources we chose to write and also through the content we chose
to include. Traditional, convention-based writing would focus on grammar, punctuation, and
usage rules. In contrast, we chose a wide range of  topics that would help students understand the
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writing process as a whole. We also were careful to avoid absolute statements in most cases,
choosing, instead, to write in a way that helps students understand traditional writing
conventions, while also helping them understand where adjustments can be made based on
discipline-specific conventions, their audience, or their own voice. We made sure certain aspects
were clear, such as comma rules that can drastically change the meaning of a sentence when
applied incorrectly, but we tried where possible to give students room to grow on their own as
writers.
In addition to this research, Professor Lauro’s professional experience and my educational
background informed decisions we made. Professor Lauro has experience as a writing instructor,
connections with the writing center at James Madison University, and affiliations with several
professional associations, including the International Writing Centers Association, the
Conference on College Composition and Communication, the National Council of Teachers of
English, the Council of Writing Program Administrators, and Virginia Teachers of English.
Involvement in these organizations informs her work as an instructor and keeps her updated on
current research into best practices for writing and writing instruction. Working closely with
Professor Lauro on this project allowed me to learn from her experience and ensured that each
resource was thoroughly grounded in current research.
Prewriting
Effectively completing this project required analyzing the rhetorical situation. The overall
context of the project was that the completed resources would be posted on the Writing Center
page on the Bridgewater College online portal, MyBC. This was important for a few reasons.
First, MyBC is only accessible to Bridgewater College students, faculty, and staff, which became
the primary audience for the project. Second, being posted on an official College site meant that
the resources needed to be professional and appropriate for publication. Third, the internal nature
of MyBC meant that the resources could have a slightly more informal tone than they could if
posted on a public-facing website. These aspects of the context had implications on how we
approached writing the resources. Writing solely for a BC audience allowed me to use
Bridgewater-specific examples that would make sense to BC community members but may not
make sense to other audiences. This context also affected the tone and style we used: we worked
to make sure the resources were professional in terms of both form and content, but we also felt
comfortable using a somewhat more casual tone where appropriate to ensure the information
would be accessible for students.
The purpose and goals of the resources also played a role in how they were created. Our
primary purpose was to convey important information about writing, including the writing
process, citation formats, and grammar and mechanics. The primary goal was for these resources
to be used by students; by faculty, as a place to point students for information; and by Writing
Center tutors, as an aid for tutoring sessions and as a way to offer students additional help. These
considerations affected how we organized the resources and formatted the website, keeping all
the resources easily accessible in one place. These considerations also affected the tone of the
content. We wanted to clearly and professionally communicate accurate information, while also
considering the needs of the audience. This, in turn, affected the length of the resources. While
we wanted to provide enough information to make the resources useful, we did not want the
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resources to be exhaustive. Our goal was to cover the main points and provide sufficient
explanation and examples so as to be helpful, while keeping the resources short enough to keep
the audience’s attention and allow the audience to quickly locate information. We supplemented
our resources, where appropriate, with links to outside sources, ensuring that the audience had
access to more in-depth information if they wanted it.
Having assessed the rhetorical situation, I next needed to assess what material was needed.
Professor Lauro had kept copies of all the materials from the former website. These materials
were written by Dr. Alice Trupe, the previous Writing Center director. I reviewed this
information, comparing it with the list of topics Professor Lauro and I had created. I found that
although we had many topics for which Dr. Trupe did not have specific resources, she had often
incorporated information on those topics into other resources. Based on what I found, I created a
color-coded table to document how much information we already had versus how much
information would need to be written ourselves. I determined that, of the thirty topics we wanted
to create, there were five for which we already had substantial material from Dr. Trupe (these fell
into the green category). These resources would require reformatting and changes to arrangement
and tone but would require little additional research and writing. There were fourteen topics for
which we had some material to start with, but which would require substantial research and
rewriting (yellow). Finally, there were eleven topics for which there was no material and which
would need to be fully researched and written (red). As I worked through each draft I sometimes
changed these codings based on closer inspection of Dr. Trupe’s material, but this was a helpful
starting point. I also used this chart to keep track of the status of each resource as I worked
through drafts and revisions.
The next step was a preliminary brainstorm for each topic. Professor Lauro suggested this
step, the purpose of which was to allow me to think through, from a student’s perspective, what
aspects of each topics would be most important for students. Although I had briefly skimmed Dr.
Trupe’s materials, I had not yet researched specific topics. This exercise was helpful in providing
a starting point for later research and writing, and I went back to my brainstormed list throughout
the process, refining and adding to it as I thought of more information to include.
One other step I took before beginning my first draft was to get a sense of an appropriate
length for each resource. Professor Lauro and I had discussed that, in order to make the resources
accessible and useful for students, we wanted to keep the resources to a manageable length.
Because the format of the resources section of the website is a single page with all the resources
displaying in a drop-down menu, I thought it would be especially important to keep the resources
short so that if readers had multiple resources open they could easily scroll back and forth
between different areas of the page. From the perspective of a reader, I thought it might be
helpful if each resource was no longer than what could fit on a computer screen. To test this I
took one of the resources that was already on the site and did a word count on the section of text
that was visible at one time on screen without scrolling. I repeated this on a few different
computer screens, since the size of the screen affects this. I found that for the specific chunk of
text I was using, an average of 450 words would fit on the screen at one time. This was a
paragraph-heavy section, so a resource that relies more on bullet points or examples would fit
significantly fewer words in the same amount of space. This estimate was helpful in giving me a
starting point for thinking about resource length. However, as I composed drafts, I focused less
on this starting point and focused more on what was necessary to effectively convey the
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information. I kept resources short where possible--“Tone,” for example, is less than one page on
Google Docs--but I allowed the resources to be as long as needed--“Chicago/Turabian, for
example, ended up being five-and-a-half pages long, due to the amount of information needed
for the resource to be useful.
Drafting
To put together each draft, I began by reviewing what material, if any, we had on that topic from
the previous website. From this I determined what information could be used and what research I
would need to do in order to complete the resource. In writing these drafts I drew on several
sources, including previous website material, research on the topic, other writing center websites,
my original brainstormed list, my experience as a student, and feedback from Professor Lauro on
prior drafts.
As I finished each draft I would send it to Professor Lauro as a Google Doc, where she would
leave comments. Some suggestions, such as proofreading corrections, I would accept right away,
and other comments we would discuss more in-depth during our meetings. These meetings began
as semi-weekly and later became weekly in mid-October as we had more to discuss and
coordinate. Because of the nature of this project, Professor Lauro was more closely involved in
the process than many advisors likely are. This was because the end-goal of the project was a
series of resources published on the Writing Center website, and so it made sense for Professor
Lauro to be very involved in the development of the resources.
I completed the drafts in three rounds, averaging about ten resources per round. Professor
Lauro and I would revise and complete each set before sending it to Professor Dewey and Dr.
Hamilton to get their feedback. At this point I would typically begin drafting the next set of
resources, going back as needed to revise prior drafts. The first round of drafts took the longest,
both because we were developing our process for completing and reviewing drafts and also
because we were developing the format and design that would be used throughout the project.
Formatting decisions involved discussions between Professor Lauro and I about formatting
and document design. PWR-318W Writing for Visual Media, a course she teaches and that I had
the opportunity to take during my junior year, gave us a common basis of design principles that
informed our visual design decisions. For example, we used bulleted lists, headings, and
subheadings to improve readability. We used combinations of bolded text, italicized text, and
colored text to define different levels of subheadings. In addition, we bolded the first sentence or
phrase of each bullet point. This highlights the main point of each section. Without this design
feature, bulleted lists can look like large blocks of text, which students are not likely to read. We
also discussed the best way to cite sources we used in creating resources, including how to cite
material from Dr. Trupe, as well as how to format links to outside sites.
Formatting decisions also involved conversations with IT. Because Google Docs does not
have the school’s official font (Niveau Grotesk), Nick Mohler, integrated marketing director for
the Office of Marketing & Communications, recommended using Calibri as an alternative. He
also asked us to use 12-point font for the body text. Although we discovered later that colored
headings would not translate to the website due to MyBC formatting guidelines, we had
Hince 8
originally planned to use crimson red for the subheadings. Nick directed us to use hex color
#990022 to replicate BC Crimson in Google Docs, which can be seen in the attached PDF
versions of the resources. In some instances we adjusted formatting based on how the first few
drafts transferred to the website. Seeing the first round of drafts on MyBC informed decisions
about spacing and sizing. Conversations about formatting were ongoing throughout the process,
and even in the third round of drafts we were still refining details.
The scope of the project also grew throughout the process. The original proposal involved
writing sixteen new resources and reformatting the rest of the thirty resources. As we worked
through each topic, we found it more beneficial to draft new copy for each topic. In some cases I
drew on content from Dr. Trupe as one of my sources for a topic, but everything was written in
my own words. This allowed for more consistency between resources, not only in formatting but
also in tone and style. In the end, I wrote a total of twenty-nine resources, nearly twice what I
had originally proposed.
Our list of topics also changed as we worked through the drafts. For example, we had
originally planned to have one resource on topic sentences and another one titled “Developing
Ideas.” While I was creating drafts for these, I noticed that they seemed to have some overlap,
since both deal with writing paragraphs. I tried combining them, but the combined draft
(“Developing Paragraphs”) had too many different topics which, although related, seemed too
crowded in the same resource. We decided to separate them again into two drafts, one focused on
developing ideas and the other titled “Paragraphs,” which combined topic sentences with other
aspects of paragraphing that were absent from our original list of topics.
Some topics we added to our list based on outside conversations. For example, the American
Sociological Association (ASA) citation style was not on our original list of citation styles to
include. During conversations with Taylor Baugher, learning services librarian at the Forrer
Learning Commons (FLC), we considered adding ASA, but we were not sure how many students
were using it. Later that week, I had a conversation with a friend who shared that one of her
professors was asking for ASA, but she could not find resources to help her. According to this
friend, a sociology minor, many of her sociology classes use ASA. Based on this and other
reports we heard about professors using ASA, we decided to include it. As I worked to complete
this draft, we discovered that the FLC did not have a copy of the ASA style guide. We worked
with Taylor to order a copy of the style guide for the Writing Center, and she was able to help me
locate online guides for the updated version of the manual. That same week, we also heard from
another Writing Center tutor that a student had come to the Writing Center asking for help with
ASA. This confirmed for us that including ASA was the right decision. I think this is a great
example of the collaborative processes that went into each of these resources.
We also made the decision to cut some topics we had originally planned to include.
“Pronouns” and “Titles” were both topics on our first list. However, as we talked through what
we wanted to include on each of these topics, we found that, compared to other resources, there
was little that couldn’t be covered in other resources. “Titles,” for example, was going to include
capitalization rules and guidance on italicization versus quotation marks. We realized that the
capitalization portion would fit better in the capitalization resource, and since formatting rules
for titles often depends on the citation style being used, we decided there was no need to have
“Titles” as its own topic. We also combined some resources, as when we discovered that Chicago
and Turabian, which we had originally planned as two separate guides, are actually the same
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style. The only difference, as we mentioned in the combined draft, is that Turabian style is a
shorter, simpler guide to Chicago and is written for students and writing not meant to be
published. The citation methods between the two, however, are the exact same. We consulted
several sources and talked with Taylor before making the final decision to combine.
As I worked through the drafts, I developed a list of online sites that I most often linked to at
the bottom of each resource. Purdue OWL, for example, is always my first stop for citation style
guidance. The site also has an extensive collection of resources on many aspects of the writing
process. Similarly, the Writing Center of the University of North Carolina, Excelsior College’s
Online Writing Lab, and the University Writing Center at James Madison University all have a
large variety of resources for writing, citation, and grammar. Each school has the name
recognition that gives them credibility, and I found aspects of each that made them particularly
useful. The JMU site, in particular, was one we consulted when putting together our original list
of topics. Lauro’s connections to the JMU writing center made this one an easy choice. One
feature I noted about this site is that while JMU has written some original material, the resources
for most of the topics are actually links to other sites, including news sites and other online
writing centers. As a result, JMU’s site was helpful in finding additional sources for each topic. I
also noticed that many sites, such as Purdue OWL, provide much information about prewriting
and revising, but do not offer much guidance on the drafting phase of the writing process. While
it is true that prewriting and revising are areas that often get overlooked, it is also important to
provide students with guidance on how to actually write their assignments. This goal contributed
to the creation of the “Drafting” section, which include topics such as “Paragraphs” and
“Developing Ideas.”
One aspect I appreciated about the The Writing Center of UNC was how each topic includes
a “Works consulted” section, which lists several sources, most of them books, that were used to
create that resource. This gave me confidence in directing students to this site, knowing that
these more in-depth resources are credible and grounded in thorough research. The Excelsior
Online Writing Lab has a format that I really liked. It is easy to navigate, makes good use of
color, and keeps each page short so that the information is not overwhelming. In addition, it
includes many examples, videos, and interactive exercises. This helps provide variety in the
types of resources to which I pointed students. Some sources, like Purdue OWL, are more
text-heavy and provide in-depth explanations. Both formats can be useful for students, depending
on how they learn best and for what particular topic they want information. The final source on
my list of most linked-to sources was an online textbook suggested to me by Professor Lauro and
created by faculty and staff of the library and English Department at Virginia Western
Community College. I liked this source, titled Let’s Get Writing!, both for its in-depth
explanations of topics and also for its exercises that allow students to practice the concepts
discussed. While I often linked to other websites besides this list, these were the ones I looked to
first in most cases, knowing that I would be directing students to helpful, quality resources.
Throughout the drafting process one factor I considered was my own perspective as a
student. This affected aspects such as the content of my examples. I chose topics college students
might relate to, such as sports, ice cream, and snow days, and I often used examples specific to
Bridgewater College students, such as examples about the FLC. I also encouraged readers, where
appropriate, to consult their professors when they have questions. Professors are experts in their
own assignments, and they can answer assignment-specific questions better than Writing Center
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tutors. For me, personally, this has been a very important part of my college experience. Not only
have I always done better on assignments when I go to office hours and ask questions of my
professors, but I have also found that this has given me a richer experience in the class overall,
helping me to better understand course material and feel more engaged in the classroom.
Relationships that I have built with professors have also opened doors for me academically and
professionally, both on and off campus. As a Writing Center tutor, when I am unable to answer a
student’s questions about a writing assignment, I always encourage them to talk to their
professor. As a Student Ambassador tour guide, when I give campus tours, I encourage
prospective students to go to their professors’ office hours once they are on campus. Because I
think this is so important, I included this suggestion in a couple of resources where appropriate.
I also worked closely with Professor Lauro to find a tone that was professional but not overly
formal and to use language that was technically correct while also accessible for average
students. Some terminology that is normal for Professor Lauro and me may not be as familiar to
chemistry students, for instance. We tried to strike an appropriate balance between what students
understand and what we need to convey, between where students are and where they can be in
terms of writing knowledge and skills.
This is also an instance where my background research came into play. Traditional writing
instruction focused on the “right” and “wrong” way of doing things: grammar instruction was
memorizing a list of rules, and writing instruction was memorizing essay formulas. While these
methods certainly have a place in some situations—news writing follows a particular formula for
a reason, and comma placement can have important consequences, as seen in the unfortunate
“Let’s eat grandma” example—current best practices call for an approach that helps students
learn traditional conventions while also helping them understand how to incorporate their own
voice into their writing. I was first introduced to this concept, often referred to as
“code-meshing” or “code-switching,” in Dr. Hamilton’s PWR-201 Introduction to Professional
Writing course my sophomore year. In this course, we discussed how to analyze voice in writing
and how to incorporate our own voice into our writing.
This concept came up in various ways throughout this process. As a Writing Center tutor this
semester, I had the opportunity to attend the International Writing Center Association’s 2021
virtual conference. I was able to attend a few sessions, including one titled “Meshing Together:
Exploring Practical Methods for Enacting Code-Meshing Pedagogies in the Writing Center.”
This workshop asked participants to consider when it is appropriate to encourage students to
engage in code-meshing, and it also provided resources on strategies for helping students
incorporate their personal voice into their writing.
These current best practices for writing instruction informed how we approached certain
topics in our own resources. Professor Lauro frequently left comments reminding me to add
qualifying words and phrases, changing statements such as “Thesis statements should be
included in introductions” to “Thesis statements are often included in introductions, though they
can be placed elsewhere as appropriate for the audience and purpose.” We included similar
statements when discussing paragraph length and placement of topic sentences within a
paragraph. In the “Proofreading” resource we mentioned word choice as a common issue to look
for and encouraged students to use a thesaurus to find words if needed, but we did not provide
specific rules on what types of words are appropriate for formal writing. Our resource on tone
provided suggestions for formal writing, such as avoiding contractions, but we prefaced the
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section by reminding students that the appropriate tone depends on the rhetorical situation and by
providing questions they can ask to help determine the type of tone to use in any given piece of
writing. We also avoided giving rules on certain topics that would traditionally be forbidden in
formal writing conventions, but that may be part of a student’s vernacular, such as use of the
double negative. All these decisions in how we approached our resources were meant to help
students understand traditional writing conventions, while still giving them the freedom to make
their own decisions and incorporate their own voice into their writing.
Reflections
Throughout the process of developing this project I was able to make connections between
this project and other aspects of my Bridgewater College education and my work as a tutor at the
Writing Center. Working with students as a tutor has helped me better understand the purpose of
the resources, including how different types of resources might have slightly different goals. For
example, I, like most other tutors, am very familiar with comma rules. Therefore, the primary
function of this resource, as it relates to Writing Center tutors, is as a resource to share with
students. If, for instance, I notice that a student has many comma errors in their paper, I might
leave a comment on their Google Doc with a link to the “Commas” resource for them to read and
refer to on their own time. Other resources might have a more immediate use in the context of a
Writing Center tutoring session. Because most tutors are not experts in every citation style, they
might pull up the ASA or ACS citation style guides during a tutoring session and work through
the information with the student. These types of resources directly benefit the tutors as well as
the students.
As a Writing Center tutor who is also a political science minor, I had the opportunity this
semester to help put together a bulletin board in Flory Hall. Dr. Bobbi Gentry asked for a board
on “Ways to Improve Your Writing,” and I worked with two other tutors to develop content,
design materials, and put together a bulletin board on the second floor of Flory. This experience,
which occurred early in the semester, was very helpful for me as I later worked through drafts.
The process of developing and revising content and designing the visual aspects all required an
understanding of the audience and context. The intended audience for the bulletin board was
students, specifically students who spend time in Flory. That particular floor houses much of the
History and Political Science Department, and so many of the students who see the bulletin
board will be in this department. Dr. Gentry asked for specific information on how to develop a
strong thesis and argument, since this is a skill needed by students in this department. These
parameters guided the topics we focused on in the bulletin board content.
The other major factor was the format of a bulletin board. These are placed in hallways,
where people frequently walk past them. They are meant to provide a quick overview in an
easy-to-digest format. If it requires too much reading or time to understand, the audience will
move on. This restraint forced us to drastically cut down on the original length of the content.
Bulletin boards are also meant to be highly visual. We used bright colors and easy-to-read fonts
to help catch and hold the audience’s attention. At Dr. Gentry’s request, we also added some
funny cartoons about writing, an example of meeting stakeholders’ expectations and
requirements. I was able to apply to my honors project some of the concepts I learned through
this process, specifically how to keep information short and to-the-point and and how to make
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writing visually appealing, but also the broader concepts of considering the rhetorical situation
and stakeholders’ expectations when completing a task.
This project also had many aspects that can help my career as a professional writer. Although
this project involved a very specific type of writing, there are takeaways that can be applied to a
wide variety of careers. One important skill needed as a writer is the ability to assess the context
of a task, including the purpose and goals and the intended audience. This is something I did
throughout the process, as I used what I knew about the purpose, goals, and audience of the
resources to make specific decisions about content, format, and organization. Another skill is the
ability to accommodate the needs of the various stakeholders. In this situation, the most
important stakeholder was Professor Lauro, who was involved not only as my project advisor,
but also as the Writing Center director. It was her site for which these resources were being
created, and so she had an interest in seeing them completed to a high professional and academic
standard, not just for my personal project grade, but more importantly for the credibility of her
site. This led me to consult her over any questions or dilemmas I had, and while she frequently
gave me leeway to make decisions, I made sure that the overall project was in line with her needs
and expectations.
Other stakeholders included subject matter experts. This role was filled by Dr. Hamilton and
Professor Dewey, my project advisors, and by Learning Services Librarian Taylor Baugher,
Integrated Marketing Director Nick Mohler, and Digital Media Coordinator Nick Koger. Dr.
Hamilton and Professor Dewey both have experience as writing instructors, and both have
experience working with first-year students, specifically. I chose them as my advisors both
because of my previous experience working with them and also because their different
focuses--Professor Dewey’s role at Bridgewater focuses on news writing, public relations, and
communication studies, while Dr. Hamilton focuses on the professional writing program,
first-year writing, English literature, and digital media studies--create a wide base of knowledge
that was invaluable for developing my project. The different lenses they brought to each draft
helped me notice things that I otherwise would likely not have thought of.
Taylor Baugher was able to provide her expertise on research and learning services, which
was helpful for deciding which citation styles should be included and how to format them. She
also reviewed each of my citation drafts and made suggestions to ensure that our guides followed
the most up-to-date information. Nick Mohler and Nick Koger brought another set of ideas to the
project, as they were able to help us understand what was possible in terms of website formatting
and how to fit our resources within BC marketing guidelines. Other stakeholders included Dr.
Marsh, director of the Flory Honors Program, who provided guidance on how to structure the
project, and Chair of the English Department Dr. Christian Sheridan and Dean of the Rhodes
School of Arts & Humanities Dr. Betsy Hayes, both of whom helped develop and approve the
project proposal. Completing this project involved communicating with and navigating the needs
and expectations of each of these different stakeholders. This process of working with
stakeholders is a skill that can be applied to many different situations in any field of work.
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Next Steps & Conclusion
While this project is finished in terms of my honors project, there are a few final pieces to be
completed. The main task remaining is to work with IT to get the second and third rounds of
drafts posted on MyBC. This will likely require some back-and-forth, as some components do
not always get transferred the first try, and we sometimes do not realize adjustments need to be
made until we see what it looks like on the site. While this is not officially part of my honors
project, I plan to assist Professor Lauro with this process as needed to ensure that the resources
are posted accurately.
While these resources will, for the most part, be in their final form once they are posted, there
may be some adjustments needed in the future. For example, the Forrer Learning Commons
website currently has guides for MLA and APA citation styles. These guides are much more
in-depth than our resources, so we listed the FLC as an additional resource for students at the end
of our guides. We decided on this arrangement through discussions with Taylor, and we also
decided that we would do the same for the other citation styles. We created resources for
additional styles that the FLC does not yet have, but for which Taylor plans to create guides in
the future. Once the FLC guides are ready, we would like to add links on our resources to the
FLC guides. Other changes may need to be made to citation style resources in the future, as new
editions of style manuals are released.
This project allowed me to work in a real-world writing scenario, giving me experience that
will benefit my future career as a professional writer. I enjoyed using skills learned in my courses
and throughout this process while working in collaboration with members of the campus
community. I look forward to seeing the ways that this project will benefit Bridgewater College.
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